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North Carolina (Mr. HAYES), and I will 
support him and work on with him on 
this. I want to tell him a small, quick 
story. 

We have the President of the United 
States, a fine young man, courageous 
young President, Commander in Chief 
of our Army, Navy, Marine Corps and 
all of that; but he was also Governor of 
Texas at one time. And as Governor of 
Texas, he headed up the Texas Rangers. 
Texas Rangers are known for the fact 
that one Ranger can handle one riot. 

My suggestion is that this President 
work with our present Governor and 
get some Texas Rangers, go down to 
Laredo, Texas, and cross the Rio 
Grande, go into Mexico and go to the 
first drug store they get to and go in 
there and ask that pharmacist to come 
out in the middle of the street and let 
that Ranger talk to him and let that 
Ranger ask him, How do you sell pre-
scription drugs down here for 10 per-
cent of what our people can buy them 
for in the United States when you buy 
yours from the United States? 

If we can solve that riddle, we are on 
page one. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. HAYES). I admire him. I am one of 
his great admirers in this body. I thank 
him for caring enough and taking the 
time to bring the prescription drug de-
bate to a head on this very floor. God 
bless him. 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his leadership on 
this vitally important issue. 

Mr. Speaker, as other Members of the 
body, I have just returned from a dis-
trict work period. The major part of 
that district work period was spent lis-
tening very carefully to constituents in 
the eighth district of North Carolina. 
Not only about their concerns but ask-
ing them for their advice, their com-
mon sense, using their own experience 
to help us here in Washington make 
policy that solves problems back home. 

As I traveled the district from east to 
west, one of the most consistent areas 
of comment, one of the most consistent 
problems that I faced that people 
unanimously talked about in the same 
tone and the same content was the 
need for a prescription drug benefit 
under Medicare. 

Beside me is a list, a petition if you 
will, signed by senior citizens in Con-
cord, Kannapolis, Charlotte, Raeford in 
Hoke County, Laurinburg in Scotland 
County, Troy and Mount Gilead in 
Montgomery County, Wadesboro in 
Anson County, Fayetteville in Cum-
berland County. Each one of the people 
that signed this petition said very 
clearly to me, we need a prescription 
drug benefit under Medicare. 

On June 30 of this year we celebrated 
the 37th birthday of Medicare. In that 
period of 37 years many people in this 
country have been properly helped by 
Medicare. During that period of time, 
Mr. Speaker, a number of dramatic 
changes have taken place in the prac-
tice of medicine. Many diseases, many 

conditions that required treatment 
previously by extensive hospitalization 
or invasive surgical procedures are now 
able to be treated with medications. 
Given that and a number of other rea-
sons, it is all the more appropriate that 
we provide a prescription drug benefit 
for our seniors, given not only the ne-
cessity for prescription drugs to im-
prove the quality of life for our seniors 
and to give them the support that they 
so richly deserve for supporting us for 
many years, but the point is it is ap-
propriate from a factual standpoint to 
upgrade our treatment of Medicare to 
reflect the modern-day miracles of the 
practice of medicine. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to call to 
your attention and the body the fol-
lowing information from the Constitu-
tion. The House of Representatives has 
passed a prescription drug plan under 
Medicare in a bipartisan manner. The 
U.S. Constitution, article 1, section 7, 
clause 2 says: ‘‘Every bill which shall 
have passed the House of Representa-
tives must also pass the Senate before 
it becomes law.’’ 

As I said, the House has passed a bi-
partisan prescription drug plan under 
Medicare for our seniors. There have 
been a number of bills debated in the 
Senate. A number of bills have been 
voted on in the Senate. They have not 
passed a prescription drug plan in the 
Senate which is controlled by Demo-
crats. The Constitution is very clear. 
In order to become law, a prescription 
drug benefit must be passed by the 
House. We have done that. The Senate 
must pass a bill. The two bills will be 
combined in a conference committee 
and then the President can sign that 
bill into law. 

Our seniors need and deserve the pre-
scription drug benefit plan; and that is 
the only way, rightfully so, under our 
Constitution that we can get that done. 
And, again, I refer to the names, and I 
have many others on sheets of paper, 
who have looked at and are simply say-
ing we need to follow the Constitution. 
We need to provide this for our seniors. 

Medicare is a good program. It has 
been helping millions of older Ameri-
cans meet their needs since that first 
day back in 1965, but we can and should 
strengthen Medicare to make it even 
better for our seniors. Again, we need 
to follow the Constitution. There is a 
bipartisan plan that we have passed 
here in the House. And let me give you 
some of the details of how it provides 
an affordable, immediate, and perma-
nent prescription drug benefit. 

Under the plan passed by the House, 
these are some of the things that would 
happen: it is a voluntary drug benefit 
available to all Medicare beneficiaries. 
All Medicare beneficiaries are covered. 
Those who want to stay with their cur-
rent coverage will not be forced into a 
government plan. Extra assistance for 
lower-income seniors, fully subsidized 
premium and cost sharing for couples 
earning up to $16,000.
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Partial premium subsidy, for couples 
earning up to $19,000. 

This plan would provide immediate 
discounts on drug purchases. Seniors 
would benefit immediately from dis-
counts, approximately 15 percent or 
more on their purchases through a 
Medicare-endorsed discount card pro-
gram. Beneficiaries choose the plan 
that is best for them. A choice of at 
least two plans is included in the House 
package. It guarantees competition, 
and competition helps hold down costs. 

Quality improvements: to improve 
health care for seniors; protection 
against adverse drug interactions; elec-
tronic prescribing to minimize poten-
tial medical errors; pharmacy therapy 
management for chronic conditions; 
mechanic modernizations; a rural relief 
package for underpaid rural hospitals. 
Again, vitally important pieces for the 
plan; and yes, this plan provides cata-
strophic coverage for those seniors 
most in need of financial assistance. 

No senior should ever be forced to 
choose between buying their prescrip-
tion drugs or purchasing food and other 
necessities. Our seniors have been 
promised prescription drug coverage. 
They deserve no less than immediate 
action. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I would refer to 
article I, section 7, clause 2, and ask 
that we do our job. We have done it in 
the House. We would ask the Senate to 
pass a plan, any of the ones they have 
discussed, at which time the President 
can sign that into law and provide a 
badly needed and well-deserved benefit 
for seniors for prescription drugs under 
Medicare. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JEFF MILLER of Florida). The Chair 
would remind Members not to urge a 
particular action or inaction by the 
other body.

f 

THE PRICE OF WAR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PAUL) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, Thomas Jef-
ferson spoke for the founders and all 
our early Presidents when he stated, 
‘‘Peace, commerce and honest friend-
ship with all nations, entangling alli-
ances with none, which is one of the es-
sential principles of our government.’’ 

The question is, whatever happened 
to this principle and should it be re-
stored? We find the 20th century was 
wracked with war; peace was turned 
asunder and our liberties steadily erod-
ed. Foreign alliances and meddling in 
the internal affairs of other nations be-
came commonplace. On many occa-
sions, involvement in military action 
occurred through U.N. resolutions or a 
Presidential executive order, despite 
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the fact that the war power was explic-
itly placed in the hands of the Con-
gress. 

Since World War II, nearly 100,000 
deaths and over a quarter million 
wounded, not counting the many thou-
sands claimed to have been affected by 
Agent Orange and the Persian Gulf War 
Syndrome, have all occurred without a 
declaration of war and without a 
clearcut victory. The entire 20th cen-
tury was indeed costly with over 600,000 
killed in battle and an additional mil-
lion wounded. 

If liberty had been truly enhanced 
during that time, less could be said 
about the imperfections of the policy. 
The evidence, however, is clear that we 
as a people are less free and the pros-
perity we still enjoy may be more illu-
sionary than many realize. 

The innocent victims who have suf-
fered at the hands of our militarism 
abroad are rarely considered by our 
government; yet, they may well be a 
major factor in this hatred now being 
directed toward America. It is not cur-
rently popular to question corporate or 
banking influence over the foreign pol-
icy that replaced that of Washington 
and Jefferson. Questioning foreign gov-
ernment influence on our policies, al-
though known about for years, is not 
acceptable in the politically correct 
environment in which we live. 

There is little doubt that our role in 
the world dramatically changed in the 
20th century, inexorably evolving from 
that of strict noninterventionism to 
that of sole superpower with the as-
sumption that we were destined to be 
the world’s policeman. 

By the end of the 20th century, in 
fact, this occurred. We have totally for-
gotten that for well over 100 years we 
followed the advice of the founders by 
meticulously avoiding overseas con-
flict. Instead, we now find ourselves in 
charge of an American hegemony 
spread to the four corners of the Earth. 

As the 21st century begins, there is 
not a country in the world that does 
not depend upon the U.S. for protec-
tions or fears her wrath if they refuse 
to do her bidding. As the 20th century 
progressed, American taxpayers were 
required to finance with great sacrifice 
financially and freedom-wise the buy-
ing of loyalty through foreign aid and 
intimidation of those others who did 
not cooperate. 

The question, though, remains, has 
this change been beneficial to freedom 
and prosperity here at home and has it 
promoted peace and trade throughout 
the world? Those who justify our inter-
ventionist policies abroad argue that 
the violation of the rule of law is not a 
problem considering the benefits we re-
ceive from maintaining the American 
empire, but has this really taken into 
consideration the cost in lives lost, the 
damage to long-term prosperity as well 
as the dollar cost and freedoms we have 
lost? 

What about the future? Has this pol-
icy of foreign intervention set the 
stage for radically changing America 

and the world in ways not yet seen? 
Were the founders completely off track 
because they lived in different times, 
or was the foreign policy they advised 
based on an essential principle of last-
ing value? Choosing the wrong answer 
to this question could very well be 
deadly to the grand experiment in lib-
erty begun in 1776. 

The transition from nonintervention 
to our current role as world arbiter in 
all conflicts was insidious and fortu-
itous. In the early part of the 20th cen-
tury, the collapse of the British Empire 
left a vacuum which was steadily filled 
by a U.S. presence around the world. In 
the latter part of the century, the re-
sults of World War II and the collapse 
of the Soviet system propelled us into 
our current role. 

Throughout most of the 20th century 
it was our competition with the Sovi-
ets that prompted our ever-expanded 
presence around the world. We are 
where we are today almost by default, 
but does that justify its being in our 
best interests? 

Disregarding for the moment the 
moral and constitutional arguments 
against foreign intervention, a strong 
case can be made against it for other 
reasons. It is clear that one interven-
tion begets another. The first problem 
is rarely solved and the new ones are 
created. Indeed, in foreign affairs a 
slippery slope does exist. 

In recent years, we too often slipped 
into war through the back door with 
the purpose rarely defined or under-
stood and the need for victory ignored. 
A restrained effort of intervention fre-
quently explodes into something that 
we do not foresee. Policies end up doing 
the opposite of their intended purpose 
with unintended consequences result-
ing. 

The result then is that the action 
taken turns out to be actually detri-
mental to our national security inter-
est; yet no effort is made to challenge 
the fundamental principle behind our 
foreign policy. It is this failure to ad-
here to a set of principles that has al-
lowed us to slip into this role and, if 
unchallenged, could well undo the lib-
erties we all cherish. 

Throughout history, there has always 
been a great temptation for rulers to 
spread their influence and pursue em-
pire over liberty. Resisting this temp-
tation to power rarely has been 
achieved. There always seems to be a 
natural inclination to yield to this his-
toric human passion. Could it be that 
progress and civilization and pro-
moting freedom require ignoring this 
impulse to control others, as the found-
ers of this great Nation advised? 

Historically, the driving force behind 
world domination is usually an effort 
to control wealth. The Europeans were 
searching for gold when they came to 
the Americas. Now it is our turn to 
seek control over the black gold which 
drives much of what we do today in for-
eign affairs. 

Competing with a power like the So-
viet Union prompted our involvement 

in areas of the world where the strug-
gle for the balance of power was the 
sole motivating force. The foreign pol-
icy of the 20th century replaced the 
policy endorsed by our early Presidents 
and permitted our steadily growing in-
volvement overseas in an effort to con-
trol the world’s commercial interests 
with a special emphasis on oil. 

Our influence in the Middle East 
evolved out of concern for the newly 
created State of Israel in 1947 and to 
securing control over the flow of oil in 
that region. Israel’s needs and Arab oil 
have influenced our foreign policy for 
more than half a century. In the 1950s, 
the CIA installed the Shah in Iran. It 
was not until the hostage crisis of the 
late 1970s that the unintended con-
sequence occurred. This generated the 
Iranian hatred of America and led to 
the takeover by the reactionary Kho-
meini and the Islamic fundamentalists 
and caused greater regional instability 
than we anticipated. 

Our meddling in the internal affairs 
of Iran was of no benefit to us and set 
the stage for our failed policy in deal-
ing with Iraq. We allied ourselves in 
the 1980s with Iraq in its war with Iran 
and assisted Saddam Hussein in his rise 
to power. As recent reports reconfirm, 
we did nothing to stop Hussein’s devel-
opment of chemical and biological 
weapons and at least indirectly as-
sisted in their development. Now, as a 
consequence of that needless interven-
tion, we are planning a risky war to re-
move him from power; and as usual, 
the probable result of such an effort 
would be something that our govern-
ment does not anticipate like a take-
over by someone much worse. As bad as 
Hussein is, he is an enemy of the al-
Qaeda and someone new well may be a 
close ally of the Islamic radicals. 

Although our puppet dictatorship in 
Saudi Arabia has lasted for many dec-
ades, it is becoming shakier every day. 
The Saudi people are not exactly 
friendly towards us, and our military 
presence on their holy soil is greatly 
resented. This contributes to the rad-
ical fundamentalist hatred directed to-
ward us. Another unfavorable con-
sequence to America, such as a regime 
change not to our liking, could soon 
occur in Saudi Arabia. It is not merely 
a coincidence that 15 of the 9–11 terror-
ists are Saudis. 

The Persian Gulf War fought, with-
out a declaration of war, is in reality 
still going on. It looks like that 9–11 
may well have been a battle in that 
war perpetrated by fanatical guerrillas. 
It indicates how seriously flawed our 
foreign policy is. 

In the 1980s we got involved in the 
Soviet-Afghanistan war and actually 
sided with the forces of Osama bin 
Laden, helping him gain power. This 
obviously was an alliance of no benefit 
to the United States, and it has come 
back to haunt us. 

Our policy for years was to encourage 
Saudi Arabia to oppose communism by 
financing and promoting Islamic fun-
damentalism. Surely the shortcomings 
of that policy are evident to everyone. 
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Clinton’s bombing of Sudan and Af-

ghanistan on the eve of his indictment 
over Monica Lewinsky shattered a 
Taliban plan to expel Osama bin Laden 
from Afghanistan. Clinton’s bombing of 
Baghdad on the eve of his impeachment 
hardly won any converts to our cause 
or reassured the Muslim people of the 
Middle Eastern countries of a U.S. bal-
anced policy. The continued bombing 
of Iraq over these past 12 years, along 
with the deadly sanctions, resulted in 
hundreds of thousands of needless Iraqi 
civilian deaths, has not been beneficial 
to our security and has been used as 
one of the excuses for recruiting the fa-
natics ready to sacrifice their lives and 
demonstrating their hatred toward us.

b 1245 

Essentially all Muslims see our pol-
icy in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict 
as being openly favorable toward Israel 
and in opposition to the Palestinians. 
It is for this reason they hold us re-
sponsible for Palestinian deaths since 
all the Israeli weapons are from the 
United States. Since the Palestinians 
do not even have an army, and most 
have to live in refugee camps, one 
should understand at least why the an-
imosity builds, even if our pro-Israeli 
position can be explained. 

There is no end in site. Since 9–11, 
our involvement in the Middle East 
and in Saudi Arabia has grown signifi-
cantly. Though we can badger those 
countries whose leaders depend on us 
to keep them in power to stay loyal to 
the United States, the common people 
of the region become more alienated. 
Our cozy relationship with the Rus-
sians may not be as long-lasting as our 
current administration hopes. Consid-
ering the $40 billion trade deal recently 
made between Russia and Saddam Hus-
sein, it is more than a bit ironic that 
we find the Russians now promoting 
free trade as a solution to a difficult 
situation while we are promoting war. 

This continuous escalation of our in-
volvement overseas has been wide-
spread. We have been in Korea for more 
than 50 years. We have promised to 
never back away from the China-Tai-
wan conflict over territorial disputes. 
Fifty-seven years after World War II we 
still find our military spread through-
out Europe and Asia. And now the de-
bate ranges over whether our national 
security requires that we, for the first 
time, escalate this policy of interven-
tion to include anticipatory self-de-
fense and preemptive war. 

If our interventions of the 20th cen-
tury led to needless deaths and unwon 
wars and continuous unintended con-
sequences, imagine what this new doc-
trine is about to unleash on the world. 
Our policy has prompted us to an-
nounce that our CIA will assassinate 
Saddam Hussein whenever it gets the 
chance, and that the government of 
Iraq is to be replaced. Evidence now 
has surfaced that the United Nations 
inspection teams in the 1990s definitely 
included American CIA agents who 
were collecting information on how to 

undermine the Iraqi government and 
continue with their routine bombing 
missions. 

Why should there be a question of 
why Saddam Hussein might not readily 
accept U.N. inspectors without some 
type of assurances? Does anybody 
doubt that control of Iraqi oil supplies, 
second only to Saudi Arabia, is the real 
reason U.S. policy is belligerent toward 
Saddam Hussein? If it is merely to re-
move dictators around the world, this 
is the beginning of an endless task. 

In the transition from the original 
American foreign policy of peace, trade 
and neutrality to that of world police-
men, we have sacrificed our sov-
ereignty to world government organi-
zations such as the U.N., the IMF, the 
World Bank, and the WTO. To further 
confuse and undermine our position, we 
currently have embarked on a policy of 
unilateralism within these world orga-
nizations. This means we accept the 
principle of globalized government 
when it pleases us, but when it does 
not, we should ignore it for our own in-
terest’s sake. 

Acting in our own interest is to be 
applauded, but what we are getting is 
not a good alternative to one-world 
government. We do not get our sov-
ereignty back, yet we continue to sub-
ject ourselves to great potential finan-
cial burden and loss of liberty as we 
shift from a national government with 
constitutional protection of rights to 
an international government where our 
citizens’ rights are threatened by trea-
ties we have not even ratified, like the 
Kyoto and the international criminal 
court treaties. 

We cannot depend on controlling the 
world government at some later date, 
even if that seems to be what we are 
able to do now. The unilateralist ap-
proach of domination over the world’s 
leaders, and arbitrary ignoring of cer-
tain mandates, something we can do 
with impunity because of our intimi-
dating power, serves only to further 
undermine our prestige and accept-
ability throughout the world. And this 
includes the Muslim countries as well 
as our European friends. This merely 
sets the stage for both our enemies and 
current friends to act in concert 
against our interest when the time 
comes. This is especially true if we be-
come financially strapped and our dol-
lar is sharply weakened and we are in 
a much more vulnerable bargaining po-
sition. 

Unilateralism within a globalist ap-
proach to government is the worst of 
all choices. It ignores national sov-
ereignty, dignifies one-world govern-
ment, and places us in the position of 
demanding dictatorial powers over the 
world community. Demanding the 
right to set all policy and exclude our-
selves from jurisdictional restraints 
sows the seeds of future discontent and 
hostility. The downside is we get all 
the bills, risk the lives of our people 
without cause, and make ourselves the 
target for every event that goes badly. 
We get blamed for the unintended con-

sequences not foreseen and become the 
target of the terrorists that evolve 
from the radicalized fringes. 

Long-term foreign interventionism 
does not serve our interest. Tinkering 
on the edges with current policy will 
not help. An announced policy of sup-
port for globalist government, assum-
ing the financial and military role of 
world policemen, maintaining an 
American world empire while flaunting 
unilateralism, is a recipe for disaster. 
U.S. unilateralism is a far cry from the 
nonintervention that the Founders ad-
vised. 

The term foreign policy does not 
exist in the Constitution. All members 
of the Federal Government have sworn 
to uphold the Constitution and should 
do only those things that are clearly 
authorized. Careful reading of the Con-
stitution reveals Congress has a lot 
more responsibility than does the 
President in dealing with foreign af-
fairs. The President is the Commander-
in-Chief, but cannot declare war or fi-
nance military action without explicit 
congressional approval. A good start-
ing point would be for all of us in the 
Congress to assume the responsibility 
given us to make sure the executive 
branch does not usurp any authority 
explicitly given to the Congress. 

A proper foreign policy of non-
intervention is built on friendship with 
other nations, free trade and maximum 
travel, maximizing the exchanges of 
goods and services and ideas. Nations 
that trade with each other are defi-
nitely less likely to fight against each 
other. Unnecessary bellicosity and jin-
goism is detrimental to peace and pros-
perity and incites unnecessary con-
frontation. And yet today that is about 
all we hear coming from the politicians 
and the media pundits who are so anx-
ious for this war against Iraq. 

Avoiding entangling alliances and 
meddling in the internal affairs of 
other nations is crucial, no matter how 
many special interests demand other-
wise. The entangling alliances we 
should avoid include the complex alli-
ances in the U.N., the IMF, the World 
Bank, and the WTO. One-world govern-
ment goals are anathema to the non-
intervention and free trade. The temp-
tation to settle disputes and install 
better governments abroad is fraught 
with great danger and many uncertain-
ties. 

Protecting our national sovereignty 
and guaranteeing constitutional pro-
tection of our citizens’ rights are cru-
cial. Respecting the sovereignty of 
other nations, even when we are in dis-
agreement with some of their policies, 
is also necessary. Changing others then 
becomes a job of persuasion and exam-
ple, not force and intimidation, just as 
it is in trying to improve the personal 
behavior of our fellow citizens here at 
home. 

Defending our country from outside 
attack is legitimate and is of the high-
est priority. Protecting individual lib-
erties should be our goal. This does not 
mean, however, that our troops follow 
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our citizens or their investments 
throughout the world. 

While foreign visitors should be wel-
come, no tax-supported services should 
be provided. Citizenship should be 
given with caution and not automati-
cally by merely stepping over a na-
tional boundary for the purpose of giv-
ing birth. 

A successful and prosperous society 
comes from such a policy and is impos-
sible without a sound free-market 
economy, one not controlled by a cen-
tral bank. Avoiding trade wars, devalu-
ations, inflations, deflations, and dis-
ruption of free trade with protectionist 
legislation are impossible under a sys-
tem of international trade dependent 
on fluctuating fiat currencies con-
trolled by world central banks and in-
fluenced by powerful financial inter-
ests. Instability in trade is one of the 
prime causes of creating conditions 
leading to war. 

The basic moral principle underpin-
ning a noninterventionist foreign pol-
icy is that of rejecting the initiation of 
force against others. It is based on non-
violence and friendship unless at-
tacked, with determination for self-de-
fense while avoiding confrontation, 
even when we disagree with the way 
other countries run their affairs. It 
simply means that we should mind our 
own business and not be influenced by 
the special interests that have an axe 
to grind or benefits to gain by control-
ling other foreign policy. Manipulating 
our country into conflicts that are 
none of our business and of no security 
interest provides no benefits to us, 
while exposing us to great risk finan-
cially and militarily. 

Our troops would be brought home 
under such conditions, systematically 
and soon. Being in Europe and Japan 
for over 50 years is long enough. The 
failure of Vietnam resulted in no occu-
pation and a more westernized country 
now doing business with the United 
States. There is no evidence that the 
military approach in Vietnam was su-
perior to that of trade and friendship. 
The lack of trade and sanctions have 
not served us well in Cuba or in the 
Middle East. The mission for our Coast 
Guard would change if our foreign pol-
icy became noninterventionist. They, 
too, would come home, protect our 
coast, and stop being the enforcers of 
bureaucratic laws that either should 
not exist or should be a State function. 

All foreign aid would be discon-
tinued. Most evidence shows this 
money rarely helps the poor but in-
stead solidifies power in the hands of 
dictators. There is no moral argument 
that can justify taxing poor people in 
this country to help rich people in poor 
countries. Much of the foreign aid, 
when spent, is channeled back to weap-
ons manufacturers and other special 
interests in the United States who are 
the strong promoters of these foreign 
aid expenditures, yet it is all done in 
the name of humanitarian causes. 

A foreign policy for peace and free-
dom would prompt us to give ample no-

tice, and then we would promptly leave 
the international organizations that 
have entangled us for over a half a cen-
tury. U.S. membership in world govern-
ment was hardly what the Founders 
envisioned when writing the Constitu-
tion. 

The principle of mark and reprisal 
would be revived, and specific prob-
lems, such as terrorist threats, would 
be dealt with on a contract basis, in-
corporating private resources to more 
accurately target our enemies and re-
duce the chances of needless and end-
less war. This would help prevent a 
continual expansion of a conflict into 
areas not relating to any immediate 
threat. By narrowing the target, there 
is less opportunity for special interests 
to manipulate our foreign policy to 
serve the financial needs of the oil and 
military weapons industries. 

The Logan Act would be repealed, 
thus allowing maximum freedom of our 
citizens to volunteer to support their 
war of choice. This would help diminish 
the enthusiasm for wars the pro-
ponents have used to justify our world 
policies and diminish the perceived 
need for a military draft. 

If we followed a constitutional policy 
of nonintervention, we would never 
have to entertain the aggressive notion 
of preemptive war based on speculation 
of what a country might do at some fu-
ture date. Political pressure by other 
countries to alter our foreign policy for 
their benefit would never be a consider-
ation. Commercial interests of our citi-
zens investing overseas could not ex-
pect our armies to follow them and to 
protect their profits.
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A noninterventionist foreign policy 

would not condone subsidies to our cor-
porations through programs like the 
Export-Import Bank and the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation. These 
programs guarantee against losses 
while the risk takers want our military 
to protect their investments from po-
litical threats. This current flawed pol-
icy removes the tough decisions of 
when to invest in foreign countries and 
diminishes the pressure on those par-
ticular countries to clean up their po-
litical acts in order to entice foreign 
capital to move into their country. To-
day’s foreign policy encourages bad in-
vestments. Ironically this is all done in 
the name of free trade and capitalism, 
but it does more to export jobs and 
businesses than promote free trade. 
Yet when it fails, capitalism and free-
dom are blamed. 

A noninterventionist foreign policy 
would go a long way toward preventing 
9/11 type attacks upon us. The Depart-
ment of Homeland Security would be 
unnecessary and the military, along 
with less bureaucracy in our intel-
ligence-gathering agencies, could in-
stead provide the security the new de-
partment is supposed to provide. A re-
newed respect for gun ownership and 
responsibility for defending one’s prop-
erty would provide additional protec-
tion against potential terrorists. 

There are many reasons why a policy 
for peace is superior to a policy of war. 
The principle that we do not have the 
moral authority to forcibly change 
government in foreign lands just be-
cause we do not approve of their short-
comings should be our strongest argu-
ment. But rarely today is a moral ar-
gument in politics worth much. 

The practical argument against it be-
cause of its record of failure should cer-
tainly prompt all thoughtful people to 
reconsider what we have been doing for 
the past many decades. 

We should all be aware that war is a 
failure of relationships between foreign 
powers. Since this is such a serious 
matter, our American tradition as es-
tablished by the founders made certain 
that the executive is subservient to the 
more democratically responsive legis-
lative branch on the issue of war. 
Therefore, no war is ever to be the pre-
rogative of a President through his un-
constitutional use of executive orders, 
nor should it ever be something where 
the legal authority comes from an 
international body such as NATO or 
the United Nations. Up until 50 years 
ago, this had been the American tradi-
tion.

Nonintervention prevents the unex-
pected and unintended consequences 
that inevitably result from well-in-
tended meddling in the affairs of oth-
ers. 

Countries like Switzerland and Swe-
den, who promote neutrality and non-
intervention, have benefited for the 
most part by remaining secure and free 
of war over the centuries. Noninterven-
tion consumes a lot less of the Nation’s 
wealth. With less wars, the higher the 
standard of living for all citizens. But 
this, of course, is not attractive to the 
military-industrial complex which en-
joys a higher standard of living at the 
expense of the taxpayer when a policy 
of intervention and constant war prep-
aration is carried out. 

Wisdom, morality and the Constitu-
tion are very unlikely to invade the 
minds of the policymakers that control 
our foreign affairs. We have institu-
tionalized foreign intervention over 
the past 100 years by the teachings of 
all our major universities and the prop-
aganda that the media spews out. The 
powerful influence over our policy, 
both domestic and foreign, is not soon 
going to go away. 

I am convinced, though, that eventu-
ally restraint in our interventions 
overseas will be guided by a more rea-
sonable constitutional policy. Eco-
nomic reality will dictate it. Although 
political pressure in times of severe 
economic downturn and domestic strife 
encourages planned distractions over-
seas, these adventures always cause 
economic harm due to the economic 
costs. When the particular country or 
empire involved overreaches, as we are 
currently doing, national bankruptcy 
and a severely weakened currency call 
the whole process to a halt. 

The Soviet system, armed with an 
aggressive plan to spread its empire 
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worldwide, collapsed, not because we 
attacked it militarily but for financial 
and economic reasons. They no longer 
could afford it and the resources and 
wealth that it drained finally turned 
the people against its authoritarian 
rule. 

Maintaining an overseas empire is in-
compatible with the American tradi-
tion of liberty and prosperity. The fi-
nancial drain and the antagonism that 
it causes with our enemies, and even 
our friends, will finally force the Amer-
ican people to reject the policy out-
right. There will be no choice. Gorba-
chev just walked away and Yeltsin 
walked in, with barely a ripple. A non-
violent revolution of unbelievable his-
toric magnitude occurred and the Cold 
War ended. We are not immune from 
such a similar change. 

This Soviet collapse ushered in the 
age of unparalleled American domi-
nance over the entire world and along 
with it allowed the new expanded hot 
war between the West and the Muslim 
East. All the hostility directed toward 
the West built up over the centuries be-
tween the two factions is now directed 
toward the United States. We are now 
the only power capable of paying for 
and literally controlling the Middle 
East and its cherished wealth, and we 
have not hesitated. Iraq, with its oil 
and water and agricultural land, is a 
prime target of our desire to further 
expand our dominion. The battle is 
growing ever so tense with our accept-
ance and desire to control the Caspian 
Sea oil riches. But Russia, now licking 
its wounds and once again accumu-
lating wealth, will not sit idly by and 
watch the American empire engulf this 
region. When time runs out for us, we 
can be sure Russia will once again be 
ready to fight for control of all those 
resources in countries adjacent to her 
borders. And expect the same from 
China and India. And who knows, 
maybe one day even Japan will return 
to the ancient art of using force to oc-
cupy the cherished territories in their 
region of the world. 

The most we can hope for will be, 
once the errors of our ways are ac-
knowledged and we can no longer af-
ford our militarism, we will reestablish 
the moral principle that underpins the 
policy of ‘‘peace, commerce and honest 
friendship with all nations, entangling 
alliances with none.’’ Our modern-day 
war hawks represent neither this 
American principle nor do they under-
stand how the love of liberty drove the 
founders in their great battle against 
tyranny. 

We must prepare for the day when 
our financial bankruptcy and the fail-
ure of our effort at world domination 
are apparent. The solution to such a 
crisis can be easily found in our Con-
stitution and in our traditions. But ul-
timately, the love of liberty can only 
come from a change in the hearts and 
minds of the people and with an an-
swered prayer for the blessings of di-
vine intervention.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. UNDERWOOD (at the request of 
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on account of 
activities in the district.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. DELAURO) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. Davis of California, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. MCGOVERN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DUNCAN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SIMMONS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GRUCCI, for 5 minutes, today.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 8 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, September 9, 
2002, at 12:30 p.m., for morning hour de-
bates.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

8890. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Fruit and Veg-
etable Programs, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Tart Cherries Grown in the States of Michi-
gan, New York, Pennsylvania, Oregon, Utah, 
Washington and Wisconsin; Order Amending 
Marketing Agreement and Order No. 930 
[Docket Nos. AO-370-A7; FV00-930-1] received 
September 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

8891. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Fruit and Veg-
etable Programs, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Dried Prunes Produced in California; Under-
sized Regulation for the 2002-03 Crop Year 
[Docket No. FV02-993-1 FR] received Sep-
tember 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

8892. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 

rule — Importation of Artificially Dwarfed 
Plants [Docket No. 00-042-2] received August 
28, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

8893. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting a copy of 
the Agency’s draft bill entitled, ‘‘Packers 
and Stockyards Licensing Fee Act of 2002’’; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

8894. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF) Program; Conforming Changes to 
Annual Income Requirements for HUD’s 
Public Housing and Section 8 Assistance 
Programs [Docket No. FR-4635-F-02] (RIN: 
2502-AC77) received August 13, 2002, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

8895. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Office of Housing, 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Single Family Mortgage Insurance; 
Section 203(k) Consultant Placement and Re-
moval Procedures [Docket No. FR-4592-F-02] 
(RIN: 2502-AH51) received August 28, 2002, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

8896. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule — Sus-
pension of Community Eligibility [Docket 
No. FEMA-7789] received August 28, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

8897. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule — 
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations 
— received August 28, 2002, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

8898. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s final rule — Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program (NFIP); As-
sistance to Private Sector Property Insurers 
(RIN: 3067-AD30) received August 28, 2002, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

8899. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Indian School Equalization Program 
(RIN: 1076-AE14) received August 9, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

8900. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Chester and Westwood, 
California) [MM Docket No. 02-42; RM-10382] 
received July 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

8901. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor, Media Bureau, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Amendment of Section 73.292(b), 
Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations. 
(Big Wells, Texas) [MM Docket No. 01-247; 
RM-10232] received August 27, 2002, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

8902. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule — Amend-
ment of Section 73.606(b), Table of Allot-
ments, Television Broadcast Stations; and 
Section 73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Dig-
ital Television Broadcast Stations (George-
town, South Carolina) [MB Docket No. 02-65; 
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